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REMARKS 

Claims 1-23 are in liie application. Claims 1,11, and 23 have been amended. 

Applicant has corrected the Abstract as requested by the Examiner. 

Applicant has fiirther corrected Fip. 19-22 as requested by the Examiner. 
Corrected Figs. 19-22 are enclosed. 

Applicant has further updated the references to co-pending applications in the 
specification to add U.S. Patent Application Serial numbra-s. 

Applicant has also amended claim 1 to recite that the processor readable medium 
"encodes" the data structure recited in the body of the claim. Applicant has ftirther 
amended claim 1 to define certain interrelationships between the pointers in this data 
structure and the processor as follows: 

a pointer to a sequence of one or more commands , for execution by a 

processor, implementing one or more packet modification operations and stored 

in a first memory area; and 

a pointer to a burst of one or more data or mask items for use by the 
processor in executing the one or more commands stored in a second memory 
area distinct fi-om the first. 

"[A] claimed computer-readable medium encoded with a data structure defines 
structural and functional interrelationships between the data structure and the computer 
hardware and software components which permit the data structure's fimctionality to be 
realized, and is thus statutory." (See Office Action, page 4). Therefore, by these 
amendments, claims 1-1 1 are statutory, and the rejection under 35 U.S.C. §101 should be 
withdrawn. 

Independent claims 1, 1 1 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 over Navada 
in view of Krishnan, with the Examiner considering the pointers referenced in par. 24 of 
Krishnan to correspond to the claimed "pointer to a sequence of one or more commands," 
and the pointers illustrated in Fig. 2 of Navada to correspond to the claimed "pointer to a 
burst of one or more data or mask items." 

However, one of ordinary skill in the art would not have b^ motivated to 
combine, into the same data structure, the pointers refCTenced in par. 24 of Krishnan with 
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the pointers illustrated in Fig. 2 of Navada, as the Examiner claims, because these 
pointers perform redimdant functions. 

In particular, the pointers referenced in par. 24 of Krishnan merely idraitify next 
hop information for a packet, such as a destination port identifier: 

ncfworlf i^EEtlfication array. Tl&'c TogTcS' network' rdentifi'ca- i 
i tion array may be implemented as a spaise airay of pointens i 
i \^^ere a locatioo in the array corresponds to a logical j 
i network. In other words, e.g., when the value at location 4 i 
i in the logical network identification array is which; 
i represents a non-nuU pointer to next hop information, logi- i 
i cal network 4 is represented in the logical network identi- i 
1 fication array. If, on the ott»r hand, sA. location 3 the value ! 
i is *0\ which represents a null pointer, the logical network 3 j 
i is not represented. Next hop information preferably includes i 
L a .port Mentifler. The port identifier identifles a fiortj.sutdi as j 

(Krishnan, par. 24). 

Similarly, in the context of IP data communications, the pointers illustrated in Fig. 
2 of Navada merely identify the destination port identifier for a packet: 



I [00(37] In the context of tables used for IF data cominu- j 

I nkations, an IP addrc^ from fbc header of a data packet/ | 

i daiapam Vpacket**) is often used as the key 216 lo fltid i 

1 associated information about the packet, .■itjch as a destina- j 

I lion pcirt nimber, the semter's access privileges and location | 

I m a network, or applicable VLAN mhs. lo one example j 

; emlbodlimeat, tbe example IME 2^ is used as a VLAN mk j 

j table or lo niaa^ a VLAM nilc table. j 

(Navada, par. 37). 

Thus, the pointers illustrated in Fig. 2 of Navada and those referenced in par. 24 
of Krishnan perform the same fimction. Since these pointers perform the same function, 
there would have been absolutely no reason to combine them into the same data structure 
as the Examiner claims. The obviousness rejection foils on this basis alone. 

Even more so, even if these pointers were somehow to be combined into the same 
data structure, in any such combination, the pointers referenced in par. 24 of Krishnan 
would not in fact correspond with the claimed "pointer to a sequence of one or more 
commands." That is because the claims require that these pointers be 1) to a sequence of 
one or more coimnands; 2) for execution by a processor; that 3) implement one or more 
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packet modification operations, but the pointers referenced in par. 24 of Krishnan do not 
satisfy any of these requirements. Rather, as previously indicated, the pointers referenced 
in par. 24 of Krishnan merely identify next hop information, such as a destination port 
identifier for a packet. {See Krishnan, par. 24). But a pointer to next hop information for 
a packet is not a pointer 1) to a sequence of one or more commands; 2) for execution by a 
processor; that 3) implements one or more packet modification operations. Thus, the 
obviousness rejection fails for this additional basis. 

In sum, there is no suggestion, teaching or motivation to combine the pointers 
referenced in par. 24 of Krishnan with the pointers illustrated in Fig. 2 of Navada to form 
a data structure, and, even if such a combination were to occur, the pointers referenced in 
par. 24 of Krishnan do not meet Ihe requirements of the claimed "pointer to a sequence of 
one or more commands." Therefore, the obviousness rejection of claims 1-11, 14-23 on 
the basis of Navada and Kristoan should be withdrawn. Similarly, the obviousness 
rejections of claims 12-13 on the basis of Navada and Krishman applied to claim 11, and 
further in view of Shankar, should also be withdrawn because nothing in Shankar cures 
the deficiencies in the teachings of Navada and Krishman. 

For all the foregoing reasons, reconsideration of and withdrawal of all outstanding 
rejections is respectfully requested. The Examiner is earnestly solicited to allow all 
claims, and pass this application to issuance. 

To expedite allowance of this case, the Examiner is earnestly invited to call 
Robert C. Laurenson at (949) 759-5269. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Dated: April 18,2008 /Robert C. Laurenson/ 

Robert C. Laurenson (Reg. No. 34,206) 

HOWREY LLP 

2941 Fairview Park Drive, Box No. 7 
Falls Church, VA 22042 
Telephone No. (949) 759-5269 
FAX No. (703) 336-6950 
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